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REMARKS 

The previous rejection has been revised by what is described as newly applied grounds of 

rejection. See office action, paragraph 23. 

The gist of that rejection seems to revolve around something called a functional unit 301, 
which the office action contends is a central processing unit. Certainly, there seems to be no 
basis for this conclusion. Rather, the functional units, as explained in connection with paragraph 
1 lines 18-37, work with a command unit, shown in Figure 13. The functional units perform 
addition, subtraction, and multiplication. Thus, they would not be what is conventionally called 

central processing units. 

On the initial grounds, reconsideration is requested. 

Id addition, it is suggested that scoreboard bits and vacancy indicators are assigned to 

specific functional units. 

The claim calls for a given central processing unit to reset its indicator* when the data in 
a register is no longer useful to the central processing unit. The register referred to is one that is 
accessible by a plurality of central processing units. 

The material in column 9, lines 55-65, is different than what is described in the claim. 
There, in response to a request for an operand by a command unit, the priority scoreboard checks 
the scoreboard bit and the vacancy (avaUability) of the functional unit to be used by the 
command. If the functional unit to be used by the command is available (vacant), the priority 
scoreboard sends a register available signal to the command unit unless the scoreboard bit for the 
register requested by the command unit is set. 

Thus, there are two different things that the scoreboard indicates. One is that the 
scoreboard bit indicates the availability of a register and, further, it cheeks the vacancy or 
availability of the functional unit. As a result, there is no indicator assigned to a plurality of 
central processing units or even aplurality of functional units. Moreover, there is nothing that 
indicates that the functional unit can reset any such indicator. The only indicator in 1he 
scoreboard is the indicator that indicates tlxe status of the register. 

How the vacancy of the functional unit is determined by the scoreboard is never 
explained, but the operation, with respect to the scoreboard bit and the vacancy of the functional 
unit, are described differently. With respect to the availability of the register, it is indicated that 
the scoreboard checks the scoreboard bit "and the vacancy of the functional unit to be used by 
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the command » Thus, there is no bit that indicate* the vacancy or availability of the functional 
unit Therefore, there is no different indicator assigned to each of a plurality of central 
processing units. The scoreboard bits are only assigned to registers which most certainly are not 

central processing units. 

Likewise, there is no enabling of any of the functional units, even if they were central 
processing units, to reset any indicator when the data in a register is no longer useful to the 
cenh-al processing unit The setting and resetting of the bits have nothing to do with whether or 
not the data in a register is useful to the central processing unit. Moreover, the central processing 
units do not have specified indicators, the registers do. 

Therefore, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 1 would be appropriate. 

On the same basis, reconsideration of the rejection of claim 1 1 is also appropriate. 



Respectfully submitted, 



Date: 0 ? r.emher 8. 2005 



Tunoth/N/trop, Refef No. 28,994 
TROIyPRUNER & HU, P.C 
8554y*taty Freeway, Ste. 100 
Houston, TX 77024 
713/468-8880 [Phone] 
713/468-8883 [Fax] 



Attorneys for Intel Corporation 
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